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ABSTRACT

In the past fifty or sixty years the field of anthropology has gone through many
shifts concerning the nature of its endeavor. Shifts within general theoretical orientations
reflects shifts of topic specific agendas. Moreover, a recent awareness of the role that history
can play in a more vibrant and eclectic anthropology has been advocated. The purpose of this

thesis is to analyze the history of anthropological theory as it pertains to the dis

ipline’s
orientation concerning a specific topic, namely the concept of the peasant. Anthropology is
enjoined to reevaluate its orientation and accept the challenge of delineating new avenues of

inquiry.
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INTRODUCTION

Over the years the disciptine of pology has developed an abundance of

theoretical models in order to understand various cultural/societal changes. In
anthropology’s scope suggests an attentive awareness of human action and interaction at

various levels: the individual, clan, tribe, community, and state to name a few.

It is apparent that today there are a number of topic specific approaches avaitable

in anth that enable logists to address and resolve a particular problem. In a

specific context this thesis addresses this situation. The concern here is attempting to

the way that anth ical models have been developed for a specilic topic,

namely und ding peasant i M attention is given to the fact that

anthropological theory has not been dormant; new avenues of inquiry are constantly being

. Thus, an historical foundation

constructed while challenging those that already e:

concerning theoretical development and direction is necessary. As Regna Darnell once pointed

out,

s hol hink histori i pstwill s
leam to evaluate the present context of Anthropology and not to accept as gospel truth all that
they are told. It is in large part history which illustrates that gospels of all v ate only
partial truths (Damell 1982:267),




When attempting any form of social inquiry, specific parameters for investigation
must be delineated. For the task at hand, a guiding guestion has been, *Why is there a need
for an analysis of anthropological tools™? The answer in turn is that our theoretical and
methodological constructs are not immune to stagnation; in essence. they often are applied in
ad hoe fashion or as pointed out above, accepted ar “gospel”. Here the immediate challenge

is to address one such twol, the concept peasant. An assessment of this concept requires rating.

the viability of the several ways in which it is incorporated in the anthropological field today.

In order to approach this subject properly an historical account of the concept's
development is the proper avenue for investigation. Succinctly the argument is that by

Knowledging and und how ists over the years hace defined and

implemented the peasant concepi today's anthropologists will be able to assess the concept's
feasibility for understanding current problems. As George Park was inclined to surmise.
“Thinking about history doesn™t have to be competitive... Each school shouldn’t aim to replace
but complement others by improving its own partial explanation for the diversity of cultures

and the limits of that diversity” (Park 1990:88).

C. Wright Mills once stated, "Every social science or better, every well considered
social study requires an historical scope of conception and a full use of historical material” (C.
Wright Mills, 1959: 145). In anthropology, history can be equated as tradition since we build

upon past endeavors. Tradition, as Jean Pouillon would have it is "a continuation of the past

in the present...” (J. Pouillon 1971:77). Thus tradition has been a history of sorts:

~



Through his i ion of a gi st expresses what he has done
or wanted 10 do in the fiek: he formulates in terms of his own culie the fesson e has
derived from contact with alien cuttures. By choosing precursors. he reveals the way in which
he approaches cultures. and vice versa. his work in the fiekd reveats the way in which he reads
authors (Pouillon: 79).

Pouillon is stating that over the years, in an historical light, anthropology has
developed many diverse traditions. These would include general as well as specitic theoretical

It is the anthropologist through

iplinary training who discerns which tradition
influences him or her the most. It is with this basic premise that one can outline the eclectic

nature of the anthropological profession:

The proof is that there is not one tradition but several. Their multiplicity shows that their
role is not the accumulation of experiences and docuines into a kind of glxvhnl mass which
e tradition and which would be propenty of . Onthe
contrary. traditions are discriminatory. and that is their essential and pra jcal function: by
affirming that he is affiliated to such and such a tradition. an anthiopologist does not siraply
exercise a rerospective choice. he first of all makes a present choice. he s Binwell in
ppositi vell ing agreement with others. To have recourse
1o tradition is a way of formulating one’s difference (Pouillon: 79-801.

Our focus then is on learning from the past. The concern here is with those
theoretical directions, themselves situated in tradition, that have relevance in the development

of the concept peasant. It is the traditi the history of’

I theory, that enjoins
us to seek out new avenues of inquiry. A more concrete assertion consists of allocating to the

anthropologist a level of historical relativity. As Robert Murphy stated:



“The premise that knowledge is *relative to. that it is cotingent upon and covariant with,
me harde
which holds that the eriterion of the validity of a history is it's rek

the investigator and his social miliu be d into a doctrine of

it was written, 1t would follow. then, that the writing of history is a continuous process that
it be repeated for cach era as new insights and canons of rele
19712 10S),

are developed (Murphy

History then is most beneficial when it offers insight into problems of the day.
Accordingly this thesis attempts to juxtapose this very large anthropological concern upon a

limited problem: the development of the concept peasant and it's relevance for understanding

social change in the present Central American context. The following tew paragraphs sketch

out how this line of inquiry s to be pursued.

In chapter one the focus will be on the development of the concept peasant in the
field of anthropology. To begin with we will trace one historical path that led tu the
development of peasant studies. Attention is paid to such development as it pertains to Central

American peasantrics

s illuminated in English language texts. The basis by which Central
American peasantries are examined is that it became clear during the research stage that recent
work on the area relies tremendously on a specific tradition in the discipline. In short this

thesis will illustrate that historically there has been a strong English foundation that connects

British functionatism to Robert Redfield’s community studies approach and in turn has led to

a focus that conneets focal peasant communities with the world around them,




Moreover, a specific theoretical model is analyzed in order 1 illustrate the
historical relevance of such a tradition. This model concerns the role of the sub-discipline
economic anthropology and in turn an attempt will be made at explicating how a particular
internal debate, the Formalist/Substantivist debate issucd new life into our understanding of
peasant populations. As J. lan Prattis stated:

The formalist-substantivist controversy debated the variable subject mix between

cconomies and anthropology. but in terms of arviving al an axiomatie base and set of
parameters for the suceessful analysis of primitive and peasant econoniies (Prattis 1987:9).

During the 19505 and the 1960s the development of an economic anthropology fed

to a concerted effort at delineating the role that the economy played in peasant societies. This

does not imply that such concerns were not addressed at earlier times by anthropologists but
rather that an increased awareness of the complexity of peasant economic activity was being
incarporated into the field. This can be seen as the direct result of ever increasing complex
levels and types of sccio-economic change. In assessing the role that the cconomy played in

peasant life, a few key issues surfaced. Unlike carly attempts at understanding peasant

populations as culturally isolated ities (Redfield: [94), new directions suggested an

historical approach that delineated the peasant's

with peasant I
‘Wolf summarized this approac: in 1982: "Human populations construct their cultures in

interaction with one another, and not in isolation” (Wolf 1982

).



The historical parameter that accentuates or gives rise to this postulate is the

penetration of non-capitalist socicties by a capitalist social formation. In a general sense this

implies two related ideas. First, in order to d such p p

have hegun to look at the history of the people in question. William Roseberry states that:

When we tie of theoretical debates, anthropologists tm o history because we want to
Katow how the people with whom we live got (o be the way they are. We want to know what
happened when, what they did. what was done to them, what thcy did about i, what they
thowght about it. Often what was done 10 them has to do with state formation. or
proletarianization. or colonialism, and if we are to make any sense at all about the people we
ave 1o analyze such krger, world-historical processes (Roseberry 1986:75).

stuly we

Bearing this in mind, such historical awareness in turn meant dealing with specific

social processes of change. One attempt at doing that was the question of *agrarian transition”.
As alluded 1o above, a particular way to assess change was by looking at the effect capital
penetration had on certain populations. The theoretical basis of this argument as it will be
incorporzted in this thesis is outlined in the work of David Goodman and Michael Redclift.
In their seminal work, From Peasant to Proletarian, (1982) Goodman and Redclift state that
capital penetration cannot be Eurocentric in scope and application when considering the

avenues it has taken in Latin America:

“The penetration and evpansion of capitalisn in agriculture also has followed divergent
paths in Latin Awcrica and the dynanics of this process have aroused much controversy in
recent years. [Moreover]...evidence also suggests the partial. incomplete nature of ‘agrarian
transiion’: that is. when conceived as the real subsumption of labour by capital and the
formmtion of & rural capitalist class and a rural proletariat of wage labourers completely from
the means of production (Goodman and Redelift 198;




Goodman and Redclift pay close attention to this type of socio-economic change

since this process is an overriding concern for all disciplines focusing on Latin America. A

cornerstone of their argument is that since there

s no unilateral path for agrarian transition in
Latin America, the focus must be on individual social formations. The authors do not seally
explain what they mean by social formation, One argument they do put forward is that
agrarian transition can be blocked by the existence of non-capitalist structures, and "although

the social formation is incorporated in the capitalist world economy

nd governed by capitalist

laws of motion, crystallized copitalist class relations have not become generalized in

agriculture” (Goodman and Redclift: 68).

Since there are no “capitalist class relations” the social formation can be seen as
those transitory relations that exist when socio-economic change is occurring. Thus a social
formation is meant to be a "definite set of relations of production together with the economic,
political, legal and cultural forms in which their conditions of existence are served” (Cutler

n be

et al 1977:315). This becomes important for the study at hand in that each case study

seen as being particular,

In chapter twa the purpose is to outline the historical development of the concept
peasant as it pertains to Central American anthropology. The juncture between chapters one
and two is concerned with a more intense line of inquiry, one that focuses on the increasing

awareness among rural populations of their economic situations. Through this method the



contention is that we are able to assess the feasibility of *traditional® peasant definitions for

and new

today's anthropology. In doing so limitations to their ication are
avenues of inguiry are suggested. This chapter situates this endeavor by outlining such limits

and in turn reveals the methodology for the study at hand.

Liyris oF TRADITION

For our use here limitations of anthropological tradition are too numerous to
mention, For the purpose at hand two points can be established. First, limitations can be
overriding as they pertain to the fulerum of the anthropological endeavor; the consensus being
that repetitive and cyclical postulates in the field are not very useful when they offer little
insight into understanding the diversity of human populations. A key point here is that these
postulates are especially weak when addressing the problems associated with levels and/or

types of social change (in essence peasants in transition).

In The Rebirth of Anthropological Theory, Stanley Barrett assesses the degree to

which *salvage theory® is legitimized as ongoing practice in the field. In turn Barrett's point

illustrates the limiting qualities of specific theoretical and methodological traditions:

s concerns the manner in which scholars tinker with discredited theories in order to
heep the theories alive. Even if a theoretical approach has been subjected to devastating
eriticism, there is usually no shortage of devotees who will continue to defend it to the hilt
(Barrett 1984:84-85).




Detailed analysis of this limited tradition is not necessary at this juncture. Suftice
it to say that anthropological theories must be viewed, as the late Bob Scholte stated, as being
“culturally mediated, that is they are contextually situated and relative” (Scholte 1972:431).
In a longer passage Scholte clarifies:

Critical rellecton on diverse anthropological traditions. it was ssd. ix mecessary and
liberating insofar as it i 10, and contrib and the progres
enlzation o a value fe and theefone objective Toward this end, we should he

concerned with improving and refining the methodological concepts and empinical data of ot
historical predecessors and near contemporaries (Scholie:d32).

Thus, tradition is only useful if it enables anthropologists to deal with modern
problems. In dealing with the peasant concept tradition can be illustrated as being inhibiting.
if it is implemented as salvage theory. An example would be the modemization theory

is that modernization

approach to develop ment and under-development. The point her
theory's central argument was (is) thal, in order 1o gain economic prosperity, o become
*modernized', rural peoples (peasants) would have to let go of their pust(s):
was consi i from i although it usually
included the latter. Modernization was a social process. It focused on factors such as

secularization. individualism. achievement rather than ascription. a fturistic orientation, and
structural differentiation (Bamett: 85).

* See Barrett (1984) for an account of anthropological traditions. their usefulness and salvage
qualities.



Such inhibiting qualities allocated to this position stem from the fact (as Barrett
points out) that this approach in a general context has been considered outdated. One of the

essential criticisms of this approach has been that its ion (salvage) in

and other social sciences has never transcended western ethnocentrism.

In anthropology these views are abundant, Two notable cases are Foster's *Image

of the

ed good®, (1965) and Lewis's *Culture of Poverty' (1951). Concerning Foster's

premise, Barrett contends,

Foster states that what is most necessary to promote development s to somehow replace
the peasant’s conception of limited good with the image of an open society in which individual
initative will not threaten the stability of the community (Barrett:209).

For Lewis’s case his orientation flows along similar lines. As Chambers and Young point out:

.community studics in this vein support the hypothesis that the values of rural peoples.
especially those at the bottom of the rural stratification system. hinder their ability to respond
to opportunities for change (Chambers and Young 1979:51).

These traditions act as hindrance since they offer litle understanding of modern
social change. On the other hand, anthropological tradition offers new insight when it's
reflexive nature suggests learning from the past. We have learned to realize that “mentalist
or cognitive” orientations concerning social change are incomplete and eventually give way

to more economic oriented types of analysis.

PO 3 Y - R ooy
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Such new avenues have often been called *historico-structural’, or *materialis

Their common thread is that they view the mentalist approac!

15 not being causal but

“reflections, rather than causes, of the material world" (Rothstein 1982:8-9). The cconomic
sphere begins to manifest new directions for understanding social change amongst rural
populations. This is the focus of chapter three: (0 squarely situate traditional definitions of

peasantries within the everyday context ot larger economic activity.

METHOD OF APPROACH

As stated the method can be seen as growing out of the past. In short the method

is as follows:
1) Understanding of anthropological tradition as pertaining w the development
of the concept peasant (Central American context illuminated in English text

language) means explicating the viability of such tradition.

2) Through this new are established, They include the

dominant role that cconomic life has in Central American rural populations. This
also means revealing and understanding the types of capital penetration involved

in the case studies that will be used.

3) Once this has been established attention is paid to specific developments in

rural populations that suggest a new understanding of the concept peasant. Such



areas will include the increased levels of internal migration, and the restructuring

of rural households in response to economic conditions.

4) An overall concern is to explicate how (he above three points illuminate
new directions for Latin American anthropology. Key points for discussion are
anthropological usage, seen in historical perspective; situational economics as
delineated by types of capital penetration; and understanding the change in rural

structures—the type of work and the type of household.

Prattis discusses the implications of situation in the following passages:

Situational logic focused on the actor-situation matrix in that an actor s position within any
socio-cultural structure was examined in terms of his (her) access to and control over
resources, (Prattis 1987:19).

My argument was that the actor grows up in networks of information. constraints and
opportunities which constitute the soeial reality within which he acts. The actor's view of the
situation and its implications for action are given in the eross cutting of fife history with
location in social stueture. If we view life history as a trajectory of the actor through
relationship networks, then reality as he (she) experiences it must be socially based. By this
¥ mean that the framework within which the actor interprets experience and acts is given by
His (her) changing location in social structure (Prates 19).




In chapter four the focus shifts from general theoretical and methodological matters
to specific case studies. To begin with an attempt is made 10 situate particular case studies into

the general framework of analysis outlined above. Beginning with Frank Cancian’s study of

Zinacantan (1987) I establish that situational logic reveals the locality of decision making

processes with direct relation to the larger society.

With Frances Rothstein's work Three Differemt Worlds (1982) we are offered a
more in depth study into the processes of capital penctration and the attendant situational logic
that is in place. Moreover, the point here is that while it is important o understand the ways
in which a community is integrated into a larger social system (capital penctration) it is
necessary to understand the reasoning why certain decisions regarding change are made over
others. This can only be accomplished by focusing on those directly involved in such
situations. For Rothstein what is important is understanding the process ol “depeasantization
and proletarianization’ (Rothstein 1982:16). Her focus is on industrialization and migratory
work patterns. In general Rothstein states that wage work is becoming the dominant way of
life:

In 1940 San Cosme was a peasani community. By 1980 less than one in every four

primarily on what they What i
in San Cosme is part of the larger process of the expansion of industrial capitalism and the
depeasantization and proletarianization of Mexico (53).

My purpose here is to analyze this development and in turn suggest that a common

structural feature in Central America is a movement to wage labor. In turn this changes the

13



way in which anthropologists go about constructing models and concepts for analysis. The
situational perspective also incorporated here means that an ever increasing preoccupation of

rural ions is with their

Finally [ will look Susan Stonitch’s work on Honduran peasantries. Like the other
case studies presented so far those of Stonitch are similar in theoretical orientation. Stonitch
attempts to explain how Honduran peasants are faced with new economic decisions in light

of capital penetration,



ANTHROPOLOGY AND HISTORY

To develop a proper investigation into the development of the concept peasant in
anthropology one must locate its origin in the spectrum of anthropological theory. Bernard
Cohn stated that like history, anthropology is a type of knowledge, but on a more abstract

level, the two disciplines are concerned with knowledge of *othemess”™ (Cohn 1980 :198).

Moreover, such “otherness’, its development and usage, was Eurocentric in
conception and application (McGrane 1989:129). The uintessential difference between the
two disciplines is that history attempts to perceive such ‘otherness’ in time, while
anthropology is concerned with space. It can be stated however, that limited time for the
anthropologist equates as space. Fabian (1983) stipulated that carly anthropological efforts in
dealing with *otherness’ was vis a vis temporal space which allocated *difference as distance”

(Fabian 1983:16).

By this point Cohn stresses the snthropologist's viewpoint:

* More clearly, Cohn states that both history and anihropology “aim . at explicating the meining
of actions of people rooted in one time and place. to persons in another™ (Coin 1980:198).

15



The anthropologist posits a place where the natives are authentic. untouched and
aboriginal. and strives to deny the cenral historical fact that the people he or she studies are
consiituted in the historiec'ly significant colonial situation. affirming instead that they are
somehow out of time and history (Cobn :199).

To illuminate [ guote the following passage from Evans-Pritchard:

Insuch a study as. for instance. the place of the Crown in English public life today, or
indecd at any particular tine. we would (anthropologists) not consider it necessary. as most
historians would, to trace the history of the kingship in dewil and perhaps over centuries,
because we would be more inierested in a particular point of time, whether the present present
or the past present, rather that in it"s development, which for us have only a limited relevance
(Eivans-Pritchard 1962:60),

In an historical light it has been stated that anthropology's role in the human

acquisition of knowledge was mostly due to the development of the European state.”

Furth with this devel the i i ion of this nascent anthropology

led to the early of a pseud igmatic stance: *others' meant primitive.”

* Retreating a moment to illustrate the point. Eric Wolf has stated that in 800 A.D. nobody thought
o urope as being a highly developed area. It was within the next few centuries through trade. war,
commace and ouright competitiveness of developing states 10 expand that Europe found its legs
(1982:208). In thi < ontext Peter Bowler (1989) reports that with the Vietorian evolutionism of the
period. anthropology “increasingly tended to see those technologically primitive races that bad survived
into the present as illustrations of how contemporary man’s ancestors lived back in the stone age™
(Bowler 1989:7),

** See Marianna Torgovnick (1990) for a detailed account of the term primitive equating as Other.
I a general statement Torgovnick writes “The word primitive first appeared in English in the fifteenth
century (o signify the *original or ancestor” of animals. perhaps of man. In its dominant meanings

16
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However, having stated this it can be argued that the concept *other” was not an
anthropological invention. Bernard McGrane contends that the development of the other

concept dates back to the 16th century:

In the cosmoy

hy of the sivteenth century, it was Cheistianity which cane berwen the
European and the non-turopean Other. Anthropology did not exist: there was. rathe
demonology. and it was upon this horizon that the Other took on his specitic meaning. In the
Enlightenment it was ignorance that came between the Furopean and the ©Other, Anthropology
did not exist: there was father the negativity of a psychology of ettorand an epistemology of
all the forms and caus:

of untruth; and it was upon this hovizon that the Othe ass
significance. In the Nineteenth century, finally, it was time, geological time. evolution:
that came between the Fy

mied hi:

ropean and the non-European Other (Metitane 198977

The “other’ concepl, developed as a class

ficatory tool, was assigned a role

in
anthropology due to the European world view of the time [{8th century]. Cohn suggests that
one must view anthropology as being formulated at the time when history (that of nation

states) was reaching its apex:

History and anthropology are forms. of knowledge. the  creation. formalization, ad
praciice of which are deeply embedded in the historieal experience of Westem Furope from
the ffteenth century to the present. Until the eightecnth century amhropology was a pan of
history (Cohn 1981:227).

through the elghteenth century. it referred to “the first, earliest age. period. or sa
history, later of biological tissue” (Torgovnick 1990:19).|

s usually of church

17



It was the Europeans” belief that the past was causally related to the present. By
examining aspects of their present (social practices for example) the Europeans surmised that
this endeavor would help them understand the past’s effect on the immediate

present (Cohn:227). Thus time became an instrument of measure:

“The Fnopean native theory of time itself was transformied into chronology with the idea
that time could be objectively measured and computed through the regular divisions of time
into periods to which events could be assigned by dates” (Cohn:227),

The fundamental method by which this was accomplished was with the

establishment of, as McGrane states, a *Christian chronology*:

“The various “histories” of the various ancient kingdoms had to be synchronized into
“history ™. and the primary rhythm around and through which they were (o be interwoven in
“eonncetions” and synchronized into one overall unitary patiem was Biblical hisiory: a
somewhat tyannical synthesis willed and guided by the ideal of a totalitarian unity (Mcgrane
1989:60).

Such beliels were constructed by what Evans-Pritchard called “historiens-

ol " those I with “"social instituti in mass and great cultural
changes, and who seek regularities, tendencies, types and typical sequences; and always within
arestricted historical and cultural context” (Evans-Pritchard 1962:48). Coupled with this view,

one saw the de T of a rather ic point of view ing the nature

of man. The dominant mode of thought, Europe's centricity in the order of things, did not




bode well for those peoples who were just being discovered in Oceania, Asia. Africa, and the

Americas. As Cohn states:

Europ theniscl their nations as the progiessive elements in the workL The
anthropologists” subject became primitive peopkes associated with the natunal workl,
distinguished from Lurope where the people were cultured.  civilized and progie
(Cohn

Thus one of the most basic assumptions of nineteenth century Europe was the id

that the new labelled “primitive other’ was part of a grand evolutionary scale. As Tylor,

pioneer in the discipline of anthropology, posited:

The history of the lower rmces. as of the higher. is not the history of a course of
degeneration. or even of equal oscillations to and fro. bus of a movement whi spite of
frequent stops and relapses, has on the whole been forward (Tylor 1870 :193)."

Again a point worth mentioning here is that the other concept itself evolved. McGrane states

that in its early stage the other concept was in ical terms. E i

this was surpassed by a more “enlightened” approach where the concept derived legitimation

by being assessed on an evolutionary scale as being ‘ignorant’. Finally, in the nineteenth

century, the other concept was reflexive; with the establishment of Lyell’s geological time

* For a discussion of Tylor's views and their importance see part two of Bowler (1989),

19




anthropology was given “the space it needed to account for the slow, progressive evolutionary

rise of the human condition from savagedom to civilization" (McGrane:90).

Und fing then the i of’ ionism in the

of man, attention must be turned to its role in the development of anthropology as a field of

knowledge and eventually discern the construction of the peasant concept.

In a recent article entitled "Ethnohistory: the Unfinished Edifice,” Bruce Trigger
outlines the carly European's perception of the primitive other. Dealing with North American
populations, Trigger suggests that there are some very obvious and fundamental problems
associated with this perception. For example, on his own work dealing with the Huron, Trigger

states that he

views about native peoples and an
accompanying moral insensitivity about European conduct toward them" (Trigger 1986 :254).

Moreover Trigger contends that:

Europ I ched the frst nati they ith
derived from classical traditions and medieval superstitions concerning what sorts of peoples
lived in the remote cormers of the world: monsters, savages. cannibals. or the remnants of a
golden age (Trigger254).

With Latin America similar opinions were quite evident. Todorov points out that
upon initial contact Columbus stressed the backwardness, the non-civilized aspects of these
primitive others: "Physically naked, the Indians are also to Columbus’s eyes, deprived of all
culral property; they are characterized in a sense, by the absence of customs, rites,
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religion.

(Todorov 1984: 35). In both Trigger’s and Todorov's accounts these carly

encounters are cosmographical (16th, 17th centuries).

It was therefore, with the eventual onslaught of evolutionism and the overriding,
concern of the new European states with their histories that it was left to a Nedgling

anthropology to attempt to understand the primitive other.

It was contrived that these others could not fit into the immediate European scheme

of things as temporally situated; alihough the opinion of Tylor and assciates was that all

peoples progressed, the primitive others were at a stagnating stage. This position w;

emphasized when Tylor attempted to classify people through stages. His criteria we

The absence o presence. high or low development. of the industii
working. manufacturing of implements and vessels. agriculture, oriculture, etc, the exient of
scientific knowledge. the moral principles. on of religious beliefs and
ceremony, the degree of social and political organization. and so forth (Tylor 1871: 23-24).

In concluding this section I mention one overriding point. From the outset then,
the beginnings of a nascent anthropology were based on the dictation of European society; it
being the pinnacle of civilized man. It follows that the common denominator of European
thought was the idea that "cultural developments everywhere followed definite
laws—unfolding uniformly from the simple to the complex and culminating in the institutions

of Western Europe” (Eggan 1968 :122). As Mcgrane revealed, the other concept entailed the

of what y would be ' (McGrane:113). The
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new anthropology, weak in method and burdened with loose theoretical parameters, was left

he task of interpreting the primitive other's culture and society. Focusing on this concern led

the early anthropologists into the area of developing a science of man.

In the 1920s one saw a particular line of investigation concerned with a science
of man/society—British Anthropology. A natural science of society (developed under the

auspices of Radeliffe-Brown and Malinowski) played a very important role in the development

of anthropology in general and for our purposes here, the peasant concept. First, before dealing

to the ion of

with the specific (peasant concept) a

anthropological theory is necessary.
The purpose of a natural science of society is to discover laws which govern the
social relations in a particular social structure:

The structure consists of the sum total of all the soclal relationships of all individuals at
a given moment in time. Although it cannot. naturally, be seen in its entirety at any one
moment, we can observe it - all of the phenomenal reality is there (Radcliffe-Brown 1957:55).

Radcli

-Brown wanted to "formulate generalizations about common features of
all human societies. These generalizations would constitute social laws" (Kuper 1973:72). The
purpose was that the establishment of societal laws meant analyzing how certain parts of

society functioned in order to maintain society over time. As Kuper points out,
y y per poi




The stability of the structural form depends upon the integration of its pacts, and the
performance by these parts of particular tasks which are neces
form, These are the functions of the parts of the system (Ku

ry for the maintenance of the
&

The unit of analysis for such an investigation became the primitive other (and

eventually the community study approach). Here like in carlier cases, the anthropologist (with

a unit of analysis in place) went out to seck the other,

It was at this time that the other was not so far away. With man’s (European)
innovative ability in the field of transportation the other could be reached in days or weeks.
Moreover, the industrializing world needed to contact the other areas of the globe for various

reasons; the need for raw material

labor and markets were paramount here. In an historical

light this was part and parcel of the European tradition since the sixteenth century:

That complex historical encounter between the West and the Third World which
commenced about the 16th century: When capitalist Europe began to emerge out of feudal
Christendom: When the conquistadors who expelled the last of the Arabs from Christian Spain

went on to Colonise the New World and also to bring about the direct confrontation of

“civilised* Europe with ‘savage" and ‘barbaric’ peoples ... when the conceptual revolution of

modern science and helped to i Europe’s world (Asad 1973

:104)."

* O, as Johannes Fabian, in a long passage was moved to conclude, “Among the historical
conditions under which our discipline emerged and which affected its growth and differentiation were

the rise of capitalism and its colonialist--imperialist ¢xpansion into the very soc which became the
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Debating whether or not anthropology was linked to colonial government is not
the focus here (See Asad:1973). Suffice it to say that anthropology's subject, the other, was
no longer an isolated level of inquiry. Our concentration here is on convergence; relating the
history of anthropological theory to a precise development (the peasant concept) and thus
evoke a connection to a more historical approach in the discipline. The above statements have

suggested a part of this model.

So far attention has been on associating anthropological theory in an historical

context, now at this juncture it is appropriate to suggest how the concept of the peasant

became a theoretical construct and method tool in the pological tradition as
ped within the k of the ity study approach.

We have i in ical history the p of a science of

man, The British functionalist approach id: the need for ing how parts of

a society operate to maintain the society [the whole]. As pointed out above an carlier

practitioner of this approach was Radcliffe-Brown. In the introduction to John F. Embree’s

trget of our inguiries. For this to aceur. the expansive, aggressive, and oppressive societies which we
collectively and inaccurarely call the West needed space to occupy. More profoundly and
problematically, they required time to accommodate the schemes of a one--way history: progress.
development, modemity (and their negative mirror images: stagnation. underdevelopient, tradition).
hort, geopolitics has its ideological foundations in chronopolitics” (Fabian 1983: 143-144).]
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ethnography Suve Mura: A Japanese Village, Radeliffe-Brown outlines his aim and the
beginnings of the community study approach:
What s required for social anthropology is a knowledge of how individual men, women,

and children live within a given social sirueture. It is only in the everyday life of individuats
and in their behavior in relation to one another that the functioning of social institutions can

be directly observed. Hence the kind of

Following in Radcliffe-Brown's footsteps Robert Redfield began such a study in

al and

a Latin American context. For Redfield his approach necessitated a particular theore

methodological avenue similar to that of Radcliffe-Brown's:

¥ 1o break up the wholes we

In the development of science it is usual and nece:
encounter into parts. It is the way of seience to find small lements that can be more precisly
described and related to each other than can such complex wholes as are communities and
personalities and civilizations (Redfield 1960:10).

‘The point here is that the community can in itself be considered a *whole® or a part

tion). Redfield saw small communities as being the

of a larger, more complex one (civi
anthropological subject matter by which to understand larger societies and in turn, relate these

to an overall *natural system'.
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Unlike Radcliffe-Brown however Redfield did not see peasant culture as being an
ancillary aspect of the society. Redfield was concerned with culture since it was a fundamental

mechanism by which a given society was maintained (Redfield 1960:41).

‘The point here is that Redfield was guite aware that unlike the primitive isolates
that had been the focus of much of the early anthropological practice, the peasant community
was connected to a larger society, Thus the interconnection of what he called the “little and
great traditions” was essential in understanding the perpetuation of not only peasant society

but also the larger society of which it was a part (41-42).

Thus Redfield states that the anthropologist who is going to study a peasant
community must take “on some part of the responsibility for the study of a composite cultura*
structure comprised of little and great traditions which have interacted in the past and which
are still interacting today” (50). Thus cultural traditions are intrinsic in that they are the ways

in which peasant culture reinforces identity and perpetuates such identity via social structure.

As Singer states, it was between 1900 and 1950 that social anthropologists
delincated "societies and cultures as natural systems, studied first hand some of the simpler
ones intensively, and compared them in a side-by-side timeless equivalence to arrive at
generalizations about the nature of society and of culture” (Singer 1976: 188). In turn these
developments led to the increased awareness of the historical and structural relationships of

the small and large community.



Redfield, Singer contends, had three reasons for such an approach. First, that the

methodology and findings of such ical work were fund as

of ‘simpler’ societies which in turn contrast with the larger “civilized® society. Second,

Redfield’s work on Tepoztldn and Chan Kom illuminated the way of life (community) that
most people lived around the world. The third and final reason for Redfield’s approach was
that Redfield believed that the civilizations in general had been studied many times over by
other scholars; "the study of the little community, and its cultural tradition within the orbit of
acivilization or a nation, had been neglected except for a few anthropological studies” (Singer

1976: 208-209).

Tt was with such views that Redfield began the study of the pes

ant as pertaining
to small communities. In 1956 with the publication of Peasant Society and Culture, one of the
first, strong, purposetul and analytical attempts to situate the concept of the peasant in the

anthropological discourse is initiated by Redfield. Peasant society consisted of the following:

We are looking at rural people in old civilizations. those rural people who control snd
culivate their fand for subsistence and as a part of a traditional way of life and who look to
and are influenced by gentry or townspeople whose way of life is like theirs but in a more

civilized form (Redfield 1956 :131 ).

Therefore an historical account suggests a movement from 16th century other to
community other: from Renaissance other meaning cosmography and demonology (Trigger's
‘remnants of a golden age') to an Enlightenment other developed on the basis of ignorance

and ‘the psychology of error®. It was only with the Enlightenment’s construction of the
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concept of ‘unknown causes' that the myths and religions of the ancient pagans and the
contemporary non-Europeans could be seen as ignorance, i.e., as erroneous evaluations of
*unknown causes’. Myths and polytheistic religions were then experienced as errors—for in
order to see “myths’, both those of the ancients as well as those of the primitives, as erroneous
evaluations of *unknown causes’, the Enlightenment first had to have the established concept
of ‘unknown causes’ (McGrane:74). With the nineteenth century's evolutionary approach the
association was with positing such others on an evolutionary time scale of progress. Here
chronology came into play. Finally in the twentieth century the other represents progress and
development and an emphasis on the culturally different community other (McGrane:113-129).
This last stage is where we now turn:
“The community-study approach to settlements that would later be described as *peasant”
was the product of links between Functionalist anthropology and certain trends in sociology.
Radliffe-Brown’s influence was particularly marked. for his definition of ‘comparative

sociology” invitati framework of his structural
into the study of literate societies (Silverman 1979:50).

Thus, the i ofa ity study ori ion heralded a shift in the
types of peoples that would be studied. As stated above, with the increase in contact between
all parts of the world the anthropological subject matter began to shift from the dominant
(isolated other) approach to peoples within the confines of nation states and/or colonial areas.
It is within this overall line of inquiry that the peasant concept was developed in the Latin

American context.
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COMMUNITY STUDIES AND THE PEASANT CONCEPT

In a review of the 1970s concerning Mesoamerican community studies, Chambers
and Young (1979) stipulate that the foundational English work on the arca is Redlield's
Tepozilin: A Mexican Village, (1930). The question to be raised here is what exactly were

the criteria by which Redfield developed his community study model? It would seem that the

essential th ical ivation has been unds ing how particular societies operate

[natural system] and deal with change. For Redfield the avenue by which this could be

formalized was by relating social structure and culture.

Silverman points this out:

In speaking specifically of peasantry, Redfield sets society and culture side by side
(1956a). Culture (which here includes great and lile traditions. valucs, and world-views)
constitutes the plan and meanings that hold society together. Society (social relations,
particularly, in this book, peasant-elite relations) gi vehicle and means of

fcation, a social organization of tradition (Silverman 1979:55).

In a most general context, Redfield consistently assigned equal importance to all

aspects of a given society:

In the course of their studies of small and self-sulficient primitive societies,

1o think of each such ity as a system of elements in relationship
10 one another. Each was an analyzable whole. Each could be fooked at by itself, without
necessary reference to things outside of it, and could be understood as parts working logether
within a whole (Redfield 1956:35).
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However it was Redfield's view that the peasant community was not isolated for

example like primitive tribal populations (indeed it was his view that without ‘higher

ion peasant communities could not exist): "The fact is that

traditions” and civiliza

anthropologists have come to see their real small communities as parts of larger and

compound socictal and cultural wholes" (Redfield 1956:14).

Within the confines of the community study approach specific factors then are

delineated for outlining exactly what ci iscribes the i and usage
of the peasant concept. Such factors, the methodological underpinnings if you will, centered
on attempting to observe and interpret all that was represented within the confines of a given
community. These would include such typicat sociocultural areas as plantation work, kinship,
religion, technology, economy and language. At this point it is not necessary to delineate the
characteristics of these areas since their importance will be explicated later on when the focus
shifts to understanding the community approach to socia! change. The main point here is that

community, culture, and society are intertwined as they are related to external populations.

For the peasant community in a Latin American context, the dominant focus
became understanding the socioeconomic structures that related scattered populations. As Eric

Wolf asked, "Indeed has there ever been a time when human populations have existed in

of larger i i i by larger fields of force?"

(Wolf 1982:18).
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Following in Redfield’s footsteps Julian Steward suggested that although the

anthropologist s aware of the fact that peasant populations are part of a larger soc

evident that particular segments of these communities

carry more weight when attempts are
made in trying to define such populations. With Steward the priority centered on productive
forces. Silverman, paraphrasing Steward outlines the approach:

The “productive processes” land use, land ownership. organization of production, and

related phenomena were taken as primary: variations in “the way of life* were assumed to be
corollaries of these processes (Silverman 1979:611.

While Steward was concentrating on productive proce: Wolt” and Mintz,

contended that Steward's approach, a reliance on understanding "land use and the productive
requirements of different crops” was too narrow an area for investigation. Their focus in turn
was "the economic and social situation of those who produced and ‘Lose who lived off of the

crops, and the

of the local p i to the larger processes of

and capitalist P that shaped them” (Silverman 1979:61). Hence the
concerted effort by Wolf and Mintz to analyze peasant populations in economic terms but

focusing on plantations rather than small communities.

It was at this point that anthropologists began to shift their focus of peasantries
from the small communities approach to one that addressed a larger historical context;
understanding the various, complex socioeconomic and political structures of *modern’

peasantries.




In a recent article William Roseberry summarizes the theoretical stand of Wolf and
Mintz in two general postulates. First, their approach can be considered historical in that Wolf

and Mintz understand the I of Tocal itics over time and on a global scale.

Secondly, by assessing the historical development of such communities, Wolf and Mintz

address the ical subject "at the i ion of local i ions and

and the larger processes of state and empire making” (Roseberry 1988:163).

This viewpoint is that such populations do not perpetuate their ways of life in
isolation. Rather, it is their relationship with outside forces that delineate the shape that they
take. The key factor involved here becomes the economic environment in which the peasant
community finds itself. It is at this juncture that a shift in emphasis becomes apparent. It is
not the internal, isolated characteristics of a peasant community that are paramount when
trying to understand peasant populations but rather the socio- economic and political

relationship with outside (nation state and world economy) forces.

It is in this context that the role of the sub-discipline economic

became dominant. The following paragraphs will attempt to situate the role economic

played in hip to this p In turn new avenues of investigation
are opened. These will include understanding the dominant role of capital penetration,

situational logic and migration.



ECONOMIC ANTHROPOLOGY AND THE PEASANT CONCEPT
As the above overview has suggested the dominant theme when trying to define

Latin American peasants was the type of economic activity involved.

‘When Karl Polanyi's Trade and Market in the Early Empires was published in
1957 its inevitable effect was to intensify a debate that had begun roughly 20 years carlier. As

George Dalton stated, the debate, in its most fundamental sense, centered on:

...which of several alternative sets of analytical concepis are best o interpret reat-world
processes and institutions. and what kinds of analytical questions shoukd be put to primiitive
and peasant economies-those asked by economists about our economy. or yuestions having ta
do with the connections between economic and social onganization? (Dalton 1971:701.

C ing the i ivist debate, Sahlins in an carlier article
explicated what Dalton called the “alternative sets of analytical concepts”. He contended that
the debate centered on using either ‘ready-made’ models of economic theory (e.g.,

microeconomics) to analyze and interpret il ies or ing a new

analysis more appropriate to the historical societies in question™ (Sahlins 1969:13). In other

words, addressing non-Western economic., as being *underdeveloped versions of our own’® or

that are pletely different i ). To put it another way, can Western

economic theory be employed to interpret ies that are W ies not

based on the market exchange principle?
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The intensity of the debate increased when Polanyi constructed a model of formal

ceconomic theory. Polanyi contended that formal economics are based on the logic of rational

choice-making behavior rather than factual empi

ism [a di between logical, deds
implication and empirical, inductive implication]. Polanyi explicated that formal as stated

above i

imply a way of creating assumptions about an actual or potential empirical reality

in order o perform certain kinds of analysis” (Halperin 1985:344). However, Polanyi

{t J the boundaries of logical deduction and implied that formal economic theory

would be given empirical grounding: meaning that formal analysis was typified by

conventional microeconomic theory:

By saying that the formal definition of the economy consisted of the concepts and
categories used in conventional economics, Polanyi gave the concept of the formal specific
empirical content and created separate domains for formal and substantive analysis
(Halperin: 344).

The domain for formal cconomic theory in Polanyi's model was market exchange
systems (capitalist). This is where the debate really begins. Those who adopted Polanyi’s
model went one step further: they attempted to apply it as a universal construct. At this
juncture an outline of the Formalist and Substantivist positions is necessary to situate the

relevance of economic anthropology to the peasant concept.



FORMALIST ECONOMICS
The most generalized cornerstone of the Formalist position is that universality

predicates all economies. As George Dalton stated ardent Formali

s believe in the "universally
applicable concepts of economic theory, ¢.g., scarcity, maximizing (and) surplus that can be
used empirically to analyze primitive and peasant economies” (Dalton 1971:70). This in turn

is illuminated by assuming the position of Prattis:

The formalist case i i on Rotwins” definition of cconomics
as the science which studies behaviour as a relationship between ends and scarce means which
h i i i i aspect of behaviour - the

consequences of scarcity. In fact any kind of behaviour which is influcnced by scarcity
considerations falls within the scope of economic gencralisation (Prattis 1987:14).

Thus the fundamental characteristic that shapes human economic activity is scarcity. In the
physical world the resources available for utilization are scarce, meaning limited in relation

36).

to the demand for them (Cook 19

Peasants, like all individuals in a given society, rely on the means available to

satisfy their needs and wants. When scarcity is evident, material bene!

have to be divided
amongst those involved. It is the role of the economic system to regulate this economizing

procedure (Cook 1966:336).

To restate the Formalist position, scarcity initiates the process of

economizing—people have to make rational choices in a given economic environment. This
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means that ideas, or if you like, laws such as scarcity become institutionalized in the economy
of a given society. Simply put, "an examination of the place occupied by the economy in

society is simply a study of how the econc e process is instituted” (Prattis 1982:209).

The role that the anthropologist plays in this type of analysis is to discern the
cultural variables that would hinder or benefit this formalist analysis: "It was to provide
cthnographic description of different value systems and cultures so that the analyst could
isolate the culturally perceived alternatives that were appropriate to particular decisicn

situations" (Prattis 1987:15). The following is an example of this type of analys

Matthew Edel (1967), in an article entitled "Jamaican Fishermen: Two Approaches
in Economic Anthropology,” attempts to delineate the roles of two anthropologists who work
within the formalist framework. A basic criterion for this study was that these fishermen did
not operate within the context of market exchange. Thus, Edel's generalized statement that
“economic analysis may be considered the formalized study of the way in which economic
means are combined to satisfy the desires of the participants in ar economy" (Edel 1967:433).
Edel argues that since market exchange is non-existent the premise is that the two

anthropologists in question, Davenport and Comitas, are not concerned with the western

principle of monetarization but rather with the premise that formalist analysis can be applied

when economization is the focus.



3
L S
{

Edel states that Davenport and Comitas structure their arguments on the premise
that if it is known exactly what are the available resources in a society and the type of
technical productive capacity and exchange realitics then it becomes clear as to the "maximum
degree to which these means permit the satisfaction of the preference function” (Edel:
433-434). Preference function meaning the “set of wants that the participants in the economy
desire to fulfil to the maximum degree possible” (Edel: 434), Without a detailed analysis of
these studies the point of relevance centers on the preference function as being a cultural

factor:

In either case. the desires. resources. techiniques and patterms of propery are taken as
given, 1t is in this assumption that the econoniic analyst differs from the anthropologist. The
latter, in his theories of values. culture history, diffusion and invention of techniques.

and social structure, is concerned explicitly with explaining the nature wid
origins of the economist’s "givens” (Edel:4M).

Based on this assumption Edel explicates how Davenport and Comitas combine
both economistic as well as cultural factors in their respective models. A brief overview
should suffice to explain the basic aspects. Edel stipulates that the cconomizing nature of the
Jamaican fishermen in question can only be understood if the role of innovations (e.g., spear-
fishing, co-operatives and seine netting) is portrayed as a result of *cultural preference’. With
seine netting, a capital intensive fishing method, it does not scem plausible for the iishermen
to use this method since it goes against the risk minimization factor (¢.g., if lost in a storm a
complete financial bust is entailed). Furthermore, a cultural constraint that impedes this

*preference’ is the quantity procurement involved. If certain fisherman are perceived as
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dominating (due to innovation) by the sheer size of their catch of the day the end result will

be objection by those not using the same technology (akin to Foster's limited good principle).

In conclusion Edel states that "the general approach, which implicitly follows the
methods ol economic analysis in explaining economic decisions on the basis of the interaction

ol preference [cultural | resources and potentially available techniques can be extended to cover

all of the cases” (Edel:438). What does this mean for peasant populations?

In a most general light the above example illuminates the role that anthropologists
played in formal economic analysis. The broad conclusion is that the universal logic of such
analysis means that all cconomies are subjected to this type of analysis, Moreover the
anthropologist helps by situating the cultural context of given economies. With peasant
populations formalist analysis meant that the economic activity in a given peasant society

could [and should] be subjected to this type of analysis; scarcity, maximizing and individual

logic are thus universals. Within the confincs of the community studies approach a peasant
would be seen as a maximizing individual: all activity becomes economic. The key here that

differentiates peasantries from other peoples is the level of market exchange.

Moreover, economies then differ only in degree not in kind (Halperin 1988:11):

peasant jes therefore are i as being " of larger capitalist
economies. The relevance of this premise will be explicated when our attention turns to capital

penetration in peasant socictics.

i










































































































































































































































































































































































































	001_Cover
	002_Inside Cover
	003_Blank Page
	004_Blank Page
	005_Title Page
	006_Copyright Information
	007_Abstract
	008_Acknowledgements
	009_Table of Contents
	010_Table of Contents v
	011_Introduction
	012_Page 2
	013_Page 3
	014_Page 4
	015_Page 5
	016_Page 6
	017_Page 7
	018_Page 8
	019_Page 9
	020_Page 10
	021_Page 11
	022_Page 12
	023_Page 13
	024_Page 14
	025_Anthropology and History
	026_Page 16
	027_Page 17
	028_Page 18
	029_Page 19
	030_Page 20
	031_Page 21
	032_Page 22
	033_Page 23
	034_Page 24
	035_Page 25
	036_Page 26
	037_Page 27
	038_Page 28
	039_Page 29
	040_Page 30
	041_Page 31
	042_Page 32
	043_Page 33
	044_Page 34
	045_Page 35
	046_Page 36
	047_Page 37
	048_Page 38
	049_Page 39
	050_Page 40
	051_Page 41
	052_Page 42
	053_Page 43
	054_Page 44
	055_Page 45
	056_Page 46
	057_Page 47
	058_Page 48
	059_Page 49
	060_Page 50
	061_Page 51
	062_Page 52
	063_Page 53
	064_Page 54
	065_Page 55
	066_Page 56
	067_Page 57
	068_Page 58
	069_Page 59
	070_Page 60
	071_Page 61
	072_Page 62
	073_Page 63
	074_Page 64
	075_Page 65
	076_Page 66
	077_Page 67
	078_Page 68
	079_Page 69
	080_Page 70
	081_Page 71
	082_Page 72
	083_Page 73
	084_Page 74
	085_Page 75
	086_Page 76
	087_Page 77
	088_Page 78
	089_Page 79
	090_Page 80
	091_Page 81
	092_Page 82
	093_Page 83
	094_Page 84
	095_Page 85
	096_Page 86
	097_Page 87
	098_Page 88
	099_Page 89
	100_Page 90
	101_Page 91
	102_Page 92
	103_Page 93
	104_Page 94
	105_Page 95
	106_Page 96
	107_Page 97
	108_Page 98
	109_Page 99
	110_Page 100
	111_Page 101
	112_Page 102
	113_Page 103
	114_Page 104
	115_Page 105
	116_Page 106
	117_Page 107
	118_Page 108
	119_Page 109
	120_Page 110
	121_Page 111
	122_Page 112
	123_Page 113
	124_Page 114
	125_Page 115
	126_Page 116
	127_Page 117
	128_Page 118
	129_Page 119
	130_Page 120
	131_Page 121
	132_Page 122
	133_Page 123
	134_Page 124
	135_Page 125
	136_Page 126
	137_Page 127
	138_Page 128
	139_Page 129
	140_Page 130
	141_Page 131
	142_Page 132
	143_Page 133
	144_Page 134
	145_Page 135
	146_Page 136
	147_Page 137
	148_Page 138
	149_Page 139
	150_Page 140
	151_Page 141
	152_Page 142
	153_Page 143
	154_Page 144
	155_Page 145
	156_Conclusion
	157_Page 147
	158_Page 148
	159_Page 149
	160_Bibliography
	161_Page 151
	162_Page 152
	163_Page 153
	164_Page 154
	165_Page 155
	166_Page 156
	167_Page 157
	168_Page 158
	169_Page 159
	170_Page 160
	171_Page 161
	172_Page 162
	173_Page 163
	174_Page 164
	175_Blank Page
	176_Blank Page
	177_Inside Back Cover
	178_Back Cover

